ORDER  OF  REFERENCE 


Extract  from  the  Minutes  of  the  Proceedings  of  the  Senate. 

Thursday,  Ju3 

“Pursuant  to  the  Order  of  the  Day,  the  Senate  resumed 
debate  on  the  motion  of  the  Honourable  Senator  Emerson,  s 
Honourable  Senator  Pearson,  for  second  reading  of  the  Bill  L 
“An  Act  to  amend  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Act”. 

After  debate,  and — 

The  question  being  put  on  the  motion,  it  was — 

Resolved  in  the  affirmative. 

The  Bill  was  then  read  the  second  time. 

The  Honourable  Senator  Emerson  moved,  seconded  by  the  Honour  , 
Senator  Pearson,  that  the  Bill  be  referred  to  the  Standing  Committee  on  Ban._ 
ing  and  Commerce. 

The  question  being  put  on  the  motion,  it  was — 

Resolved  in  the  affirmative.” 

J.  F.  MacNEILL, 

Clerk  of  the  Senate. 
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MINUTES  OF  PROCEEDINGS 


Wednesday,  July  8,  1959. 

Pursuant  to  adjournment  and  notice  the  Standing  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Commerce  met  this  day  at  10.30  a.m. 

Present:  The  Honourable  Senators:  Hayden,  Chairman;  Aseltine,  Bouffard, 
Brunt,  Burchill,  Crerar,  Dessureault,  Euler,  Farquhar,  Golding,  Gouin,  Haig, 
Isnor,  Kinley,  Lambert,  Leonard,  Macdonald,  McDonald,  Robertson,  Roebuck, 
Taylor  (Norfolk),  White  and  Woodrow — (23). 

In  attendance:  Mr.  E.  Russell  Hopkins,  Law  Clerk  and  Parliamentary 
Counsel  and  the  official  reporters  of  the  Senate. 

Bill  C-43,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Act,  was  read 
and  considered. 

Heard  in  explanation  of  the  Bill  were:  Mr.  C.  A.  L.  Murchison,  Commis- 
sioner of  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Commission;  Mr.  James  McGregor, 
Director,  Unemployment  Insurance  Commission  and  Mr.  R.  Humphrys,  Assistant 
Superintendent  of  Insurance. 

In  attendance  hut  not  heard  were:  Mr.  Claude  Dubuc,  Director,  Legal 
Branch,  National  Employment  Service  and  Mr.  J.  Kroeker,  Actuary,  Depart- 
ment of  Insurance. 

On  Motion  of  the  Honourable  Senator  Kinley,  seconded  by  the  Honourable 
Senator  Macdonald,  it  was  RESOLVED  to  report  recommending  that  authority 
be  granted  for  the  printing  of  800  copies  in  English  and  200  copies  in  French 
of  the  proceedings  on  the  said  Bill. 

It  was  RESOLVED  to  report  the  Bill  without  any  amendment.  At  12.45 
p.m.  the  Committee  adjourned  to  the  call  of  the  Chairman. 

Attest. 

Gerard  Lemire, 

Clerk  of  the  Committee. 
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THE  SENATE 

STANDING  COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING  AND  COMMERCE 


EVIDENCE 

Ottawa,  Wednesday,  July  8,  1959. 

The  Standing  Committee  on  Banking  and  Commerce,  to  who  was  referred 
Bill  C-43,  an  Act  to  amend  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Act,  met  this  day  at 
11.15  a.m. 

Senator  Hayden  in  the  Chair. 

Moved  by  Senator  Kinley,  seconded  by  Senator  Macdonald,  that  the 
proceedings  of  the  meeting  be  reported,  and  that  800  copies  be  printed  in 
English  and  200  copies  in  French. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  Chairman:  In  connection  with  our  consideration  of  Bill  C-43,  we 
have  certain  representatives  here  from  the  particular  branch  concerned.  We 
have  Mr.  C.  A.  L.  Murchison,  Commissioner  of  the  Unemployment  Insurance 
Commission;  James  McGregor,  Director,  Unemployment  Insurance;  Claude 
Dubuc,  Director,  Legal  Branch  V.I.C.;  and  R.  Humphrys,  Assistant  Super- 
intendent of  Insurance.  I think  Mr.  Murchison  is  going  to  carry  the  ball  to 
the  extent  that  he  can;  but  with  such  a supporting  cast  I should  think  we 
ought  to  be  able  to  get  all  the  information  we  want.  I think  it  would  be  hard 
to  extract  any  principle  from  the  bill,  except  that  it  involves  the  payment  of 
perhaps  more  money  to  more  people,  and  the  collection  of  more  money  from 
people — maybe  from  less  people.  I am  going  to  suggest  that  possibly  if  members 
have  questions  to  ask  it  might  be  as  well  to  have  them  out  of  the  way  first. 

Senator  Kinley:  Have  you  an  estimate  of  what  the  loss  of  revenue  to 
the  exchequer  will  be  by  reason  of  this  new  legislation? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  a matter  of  loss,  it  is  a matter 
of  increasing  the  revenue  to  the  fund. 

Senator  Kinley:  Well,  let  us  take  the  example  of  a company  making 
$100,000,  having  say  200  men.  Now,  the  men  pay  a contribution  and  the  com- 
pany pays  a contribution.  The  men  of  course  get  all  the  benefit.  The  company 
pays  corporation  tax  of  50  per  cent  after  they  make  $25,000,  and  this  will 
go  into  the  expense  of  doing  business;  and  the  Government  will  lose  50  per 
cent  of  what  they  make  over  the  $25,000  and  a lesser  portion  below  that; 
so  that  the  expense  is  going  to  be  quite  big. 

Mr.  Murchison:  From  the  standpoint  of  the  administration,  sir,  it  is 
not  a matter  of  concern  to  us  what  happens  in  the  case  of  corporation  tax. 
The  increases  in  the  contribution  rates  were  brought  about  by  reason  of  the 
inroads  made  on  the  fund,  and  in  pursuance  of  advice  given  to  us  by  the 
actuary  the  increase  was  made.  Now,  we  have  no  knowledge  at  all  of  the 
effect  that  increase  or  outgo  from  the  employers’  money  will  have  on  his 
status  as  a taxpayer  to  the  Government. 

Senator  Kinley:  I am  not  being  critical,  but  I want  to  have  it  straight, 
because  the  Senate  likes  to  have  things  right.  The  statement  has  been  made 
that  in  this  new  thing  the  employer  and  the  men  are  not  paying  all  of  the 
new  cost.  Well,  if  the  Government  is  paying  what  they  lose  it  will  reduce 
their  revenue. 
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Mr.  Murchison:  It  should  also  be  understood  that  the  Government’s 
contribution  to  the  fund  will  increase,  in  this  way,  that  they  will  have  to 
pay  20  per  cent  of  the  combined  contributions  made  by  employers  and  em- 
ployees. If  the  employer-employee  contributions  are  higher,  as  we  expect 
they  will  be,  then,  too,  the  Government’s  contribution  will  be  increased. 

Senator  Kinley:  That  is  in  the  dollar  sense? 

Mr.  Murchison:  In  the  dollar  sense,  yes. 

The  Chairman:  You  say  that  the  employer  pays  40  per  cent,  the  employee 
pays  40  per  cent,  and  then  the  Government  pays  20  per  cent;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Murchison:  That  is  not  quite  so,  sir.  What  happens  is  this,  that 
the  Government  pays  one-fifth  of  the  combined  contributions  made  by  em- 
ployer and  employee.  It  is  so  stated  in  the  act. 

Mr.  McGregor:  The  ratio  is  5/12,  5/12  and  2/12;  that  is,  5/12  by  the 
employer,  5/12  by  the  employee,  and  2/12  by  the  Government. 

Senator  Kinley:  It  seems  to  me  that  the  cost  is  rather  disguised,  and  I am 
going  by  our  own  industry,  in  which  it  is  a big  item.  We  must  pay  more,  and 
what  we  pay  goes  into  our  expense  of  doing  business,  and  the  bigger  our 
expense  the  less  the  Government  gets. 

The  Chairman:  Could  we  get  that  translated  into  dollars?  Perhaps  we 
could  get  that  for  the  first  year  in  which  the  provisions  of  this  bill  will  be 
in  force.  What  is  the  estimate  of  the  employers’  contributions  at  the  increased 
rate,  and  then  what  would  be  the  estimate  at  the  existing  rate? 

Mr.  McGregor:  The  full  year’s  contribution  is  estimated  at  $337  million. 

The  Chairman:  For  employers? 

Mr.  McGregor:  That  is  by  the  whole  three  contributors. 

Senator  Brunt:  What  about  the  employers? 

Mr.  McGregor:  Five- twelfths  of  that. 

Senator  Kinley:  That  is  with  the  amendment,  is  it? 

The  Chairman:  This  is  the  amount  of  money  that  will  be  contributed  by 
all  the  parties,  that  is,  the  employer,  the  employee  and  the  Government.  If 
this  bill  becomes  law  that  is  the  estimate  for  a full  year,  $337  million. 

Senator  Bouffard:  What  is  the  share  of  the  employers? 

The  Chairman:  Five-twelfths;  about  $140  million.  Could  we  get  the 
estimate  for  a year  if  the  rates  presently  in  existence  had  continued? 

Mr.  Murchison:  On  the  basis  of  the  experience  for  the  fiscal  year  1958-59 
the  employers  contribution  amounted  to  $91,205,000. 

Senator  Macdonald:  And  how  much  is  that  by  way  of  comparison? 

Mr.  Murchison:  $218  million,  Senator  Macdonald. 

The  Chairman:  In  other  words,  a full  year  at  the  existing  rates  would 
produce  $218  million,  of  which  the  employer’s  contribution  would  be  five- 
twelfths.  So  the  increase  is  about  $119  million. 

Senator  Brunt:  What  is  the  increase  by  the  employers? 

The  Chairman:  The  increase  in  the  employers  contribution  would  be 
the  difference  between  $91  million  and  $140  million. 

Mr.  Murchison:  May  the  actuary  have  a word  on  that  point? 

The  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  On  the  basis  of  the  fiscal  year  1958-59  the  total  con- 
tributions by  all  three  parties  amounted  to  $219  million,  of  which  $91  million 
was  paid  by  the  employees,  $91  million  by  the  employers  and  $37  million 
by  the  Government.  Now,  if  these  proposed  amendments  had  been  in  effect 
during  that  year  our  estimate  is  that  the  total  contribution  for  that  year  would 
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have  been  $307  million,  of  which  the  employees  would  contribute  $128  million, 
the  employers,  $128  million,  and  the  Government  $51  million.  So  that  for 
that  particular  year  the  increase  in  the  contribution  would  have  been  $37 
million  for  each  of  the  employer  and  the  employee  groups,  and  $14  million 
for  the  Government.  Now,  those  figures  are  based  upon  the  fiscal  year  1958-59. 
The  calculations  that  we  made  as  a basis  for  our  advice  to  the  Unemployment 
Insurance  Commission  were  based  upon  a five  year  period  ended  March  31, 
1958,  and  over  that  five  year  period  had  these  amendments  been  in  effect 
we  have  estimated  that  the  revenue  would  be  $337  million  a year,  and  that 
is  the  meaning  of  the  earlier  reference  to  $337  million. 

Senator  Crerar:  As  against  the  actual? 

The  Chairman:  You  have  not  the  actual  for  the  year  that  we  are  going 

into. 

Senator  Crerar:  But  we  are  speaking  of  a five-year  period,  and  I under- 
stand witness  to  say  that  if  the  new  amendments  had  been  in  effect  over  that  five 
years  the  income  would  have  been  $337  million. 

The  Chairman:  The  average  of  that  would  have  been  $337  million. 

Senator  Crerar:  Now  actually,  in  place  of  that  $337  million,  how  much 
did  you  receive?  What  were  the  average  receipts — without  these  amendments? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  The  yearly  average  over  that  five-year  period  was  $208 
million. 

Senator  Crerar:  So  you  go  up  from  $208  million  to  $337  million? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes,  sir,  but  all  that  increase  is  not  due  to  these  amend- 
ments; part  of  it  arises  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  insured  population  was 
rising  over  those  five  years,  wages  and  salaries  were  increasing,  so  that  my 
figure  of  $337  million  is  an  estimate  of  what  the  revenue  would  have  been 
for  each  of  those  years  had  the  insured  population  been  the  same  as  it  is  now 
and  had  the  distribution  of  contributors  by  salary  and  wages  been  the  same  as 
at  present. 

Senator  Crerar:  To  get  the  matter  clearer,  just  take  the  current  fiscal 
year.  Under  the  act  as  it  is  what  would  the  receipts  have  been? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  I have  complete  figures  for  the  fiscal  year  1958-59,  and 
I think  I gave  those  figures  a moment  ago,  Senator  Crerar.  The  figure  was 
$219  million  for  the  actual  revenue  from  contributions  in  the  last  fiscal  year, 
of  which  $91  million  was  for  employers. 

Senator  Crerar:  What  would  it  have  been  if  these  amendments  had  been 
in  effect? 

Senator  Macdonald:  Senator  Crerar,  in  order  to  compare  this  figure  with 
the  $337  million  shouldn’t  the  witness  give  the  amount  which  would  have 
been  collected  assuming  the  population  during  the  last  five  years  was  as  it 
is  today? 

Senator  Crerar:  I am  not  interested  in  the  five-year  period  at  all. 

The  Chairman:  What  Senator  Crerar  wants  is  the  figure  for  1958-59  if 
the  new  rates  had  been  in  force. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  $&07  million. 

Senator  Crerar:  That  means  you  would  have  gone  up  $88  million? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

Senator  Bouffard:  How  much  of  the  increase  would  be  contributed  by 
employers,  by  employees  and  by  the  Government? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  $37  million  by  employers,  $37  million  by  employees  and 
$14  million  by  the  Government. 

Senator  Crerar:  And  of  that  increase  of  $88  million  the  Government’s 
share  would  be  $14  million  increase? 
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Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

Senator  Crerar:  To  that  extent  that  is  an  additional  tax  on  our  revenue. 
However,  that  is  obvious. 

What  were  the  payments  out  of  the  fund  last  year? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  The  total  payments  in  the  fiscal  year  ended  March  31, 
1959  were  $479  million. 

Senator  Crerar:  And  that  would  mean  that  even  with  these  new  amend- 
ments, if  unemployment  continued  at  the  rate  of  the  last  fiscal  year,  you 
would  still  be  in  debt? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

Senator  Crerar:  You  would  still  be  in  debt  $172  million,  the  difference 
between  $479  million  and  $307  million? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

Senator  Crerar:  In  making  the  calculations  you  take  into  account  the 
potential  rise  in  the  economy,  of  this  thing  we  call  the  Gross  National  Product. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  In  making  my  calculations  I used  the  experience  in 
the  most  recent  period  I had.  I took  a five-year  period  ended  March  31,  1958 
and  I attempted  to  estimate  what  the  benefit  load  would  be  over  those  years, 
and  what  the  revenue  would  be,  adjusting  the  actual  experience  in  the  light 
of  amendments  that  had  been  made  in  the  plan  through  those  years,  and  in  the 
light  of  changes  in  insured  population  and  in  the  level  of  wages  and  salaries. 
On  the  basis  of  that,  the  contributions  proposed  in  this  bill  would  be  sufficient 
to  meet  the  benefit  load  under  employment  conditions  at  about  the  average 
of  the  five-year  from  1953  to  1958.  Now,  the  last  fiscal  year,  1958-59,  has 
been  considerably  above  that  five-year  average.  If  unemployment  stays  at 
the  high  level  that  we  experienced  in  the  last  fiscal  year  or  in  the  last  two 
fiscal  years,  these  proposed  contributions  would  not  be  sufficient,  but  if  the 
increase  of  1958-59  was  an  upward  swing  that  will  perhaps  be  offset  by  an 
improvement  in  the  next  year  or  two  then  I think  these  contributions  will  be 
sufficient. 

The  Chairman:  Senator  Crerar,  may  I interject  this  question:  Having 
regard  to  the  expected  increase  in  the  Gross  National  Product  in  the  present 
year,  to  what  extent  would  you  say  that  would  provide  a reduction  in  un- 
employment and  close  the  gap  that  would  otherwise  exist  between  the  revenues 
received  and  the  payments  that  you  have  to  make  out  in  the  current  year? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  I have  not  attempted  to  make  any  specific  estimate  of 
that,  Mr.  Chairman.  I have  tried  to  avoid  predicting  what  the  level  of  un- 
employment would  be — I do  not  know.  What  I have  attempted  to  do  is  produce 
figures  on  the  basis  of  what  the  level  of  unemployment  has  been  in  a particular 
period. 

The  Chairman:  But  you  have  taken  an  average  of  five  years  up  to  1958, 
that  is  you  have  the  1958-59  figures  which  are  very  much  out  of  line  with  the 
average  of  five  years. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

The  Chairman:  Then  1960  itself,  with  an  increase  in  the  Gross  National 
Product  should  be  somewhere  between  the  1958-59  level  of  unemployment 
on  average? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

The  Chairman:  I am  trying  to  determine  where  in  that  area  it  would 
be,  and  then  translate  it  into  how  that  is  going  to  affect  the  payments  out. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  No  one  can  say  definitely  of  course.  The  experience  that 
we  have  so  far  this  year  shows  a considerable  improvement  over  1958-59  and 
it  appears  the  figures  may  be  somewhat  better  than  1957-58.  I do  not  yet 
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detect  enough  evidence  to  suggest  that  the  experience  in  1959-60  will  be 
better  than  the  five-year  average  period  that  I used  as  a base. 

The  Chairman:  Will  it  be  better  or  worse? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  I don’t  think  it  will  be  below  the  average;  it  may  be 
slightly  above. 

Senator  Bouffard:  Would  it  not  be  a good  thing  to  have  the  total  receipts 
and  disbursements  over  the  five-year  period,  year  by  year? 

The  Chairman:  We  have  it  for  1958-59. 

Senator  Bouffard:  With  a big  deficit? 

The  Chairman:  Yes.  Mr.  Murchison  has  handed  me  a table. 

Senator  Brunt:  Could  that  table  be  filed? 

The  Chairman:  We  will  put  it  in  as  an  appendix  to  our  verbatim  report. 

I should  state,  as  Mr.  Murchison  has  indicated  to  me,  that  this  is  a state- 
ment of  revenues  and  expenditures  of  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Fund,  and 
that  it  covers  a broader  period  than  Senator  Bouffard  has  requested  information 
on.  If  we  look  at  these  two  columns  Mr.  Murchison  has  pointed  to  we  can  get 
the  information  requested:  that  is,  a comparison  of  the  total  revenues  and 
total  payments  appears  under  the  headings,  one  “Total  Net  Revenue”,  and  the 
other  “Total”  under  a general  column  headed  “Expenditures”.  By  the  com- 
parison of  those  two  items  you  will  get  the  information  for  the  period  1951-59. 

Senator  Bouffard:  Does  it  include  administrative  expenses? 

The  Chairman:  No. 

Mr.  Murchison:  Mr.  Chairman,  would  it  be  more  meaningful  to  the  com- 
mittee if  we  eliminated  the  item,  interest  on  investment?  I have  here  another 
table,  statement  4,  attached  to  this  document,  which  gives  the  exact  employer- 
employee  contributions,  the  exact  Government  contributions,  and  the  ex- 
penditures in  question. 

Senator  Brunt:  Let  us  put  both  tables  on  the  record. 

The  Chairman:  Yes. 

(For  “Statement  of  Revenue  and  Expenditure  for  the  period  1 
July,  1941  to  31  May,  1959,”  see  Appendix  A). 

(For  “Statement  Showing  Contribution  Revenue,  Benefit  Expendi- 
ture, and  Balance  in  Fund,  for  the  Five-Year  Period  1 April,  1953  to 
31  March,  1959,”  see  Appendix  B). 

Senator  Leonard:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I ask  Mr.  Humphrys,  while  he 
made  his  calculation  on  the  basis  of  the  five-year  period,  did  he  test  the  effect 
as  against  a longer  period  than  five  years?  In  other  words,  what  would  have 
been  the  likely  result  of  these  new  rates  if  we  had  the  experience  over  a longer 
period  of  say  six,  seven  or  ten  years?  Did  you  test  it  against  the  longer  period? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  No,  I did  not,  sir.  There  was  a limit  to  how  far  back  I 
felt  it  was  reasonable  to  go.  By  reason  of  the  very  extensive  changes  that 
were  made  in  the  nature  of  the  plan  in  1955,  part  of  the  experience,  even  in 
the  five-year  base  period,  had  to  be  drawn  from  experience  under  the  old  act. 
I made  an  attempt  to  adjust  that  experience  to  what  it  might  have  been  had 
the  present  plan  been  in  effect. 

Now,  to  carry  those  adjustments  back  further,  the  reliability  would  have 
become  less  as  I went  back.  So,  I did  not  go  back  any  further.  But  I can 
say  that  the  unemployment  experience  in  the  years  prior  to  1953  was  very 
good,  in  the  sense  that  there  was  very  low  unemployment.  If  we  should 
experience  that  again,  the  fund  will  commence  to  grow. 

Senator  Leonard:  The  receipts  are  more  than  adequate  in  that  eventuality? 
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Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes.  From  about  1953  or  1954  there  seems  to  be  some- 
thing in  the  way  of  a break  in  the  experience.  Since  that  time,  the  unem- 
ployment has  moved  to,  and  remained  at,  quite  a higher  level  than  we  expe- 
rienced in  those  previous  years.  The  aftermath  of  the  war  years  and  industrial 
development  in  those  years  may  have  produced  an  unusual  set  of  circumstances 
that  do  not  seem  to  apply  now. 

The  Chairman:  There  is  one  bit  of  information  I think  we  should  put  on 
the  record.  Mr.  Murchison,  am  I reading  these  tables  correctly?  In  1954  it 
would  appear  that  from  the  years  1951  to  1959  you  had  a high  peak  in  the 
fund  of  $851  million-odd? 

Mr.  Murchison:  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman:  And  as  of  March  31,  1959  the  balance  in  the  fund  was 
$432,447,000. 

Mr.  Murchison:  No,  the  balance  was  $499,811,000. 

The  Chairman:  And  since  March  31,  1959  you  have  had  further  deficits 
develop  in  the  fund  until  at  the  end  of  May,  1959  the  amount  is  $432,847,000. 

Senator  Leonard:  Is  that  book  value  or  market  value? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Book  value. 

Senator  Crerar:  I have  some  further  questions... 

The  Chairman:  The  further  question  would  seem  to  be,  if  you  treated 
those  values  at  market  instead  of  book,  how  much  greater  reduction  would 
there  be? 

Mr.  Murchison:  That  is  difficult  to  say.  The  statement  we  presented  to 
the  committee  indicates  the  loss  that  was  suffered  by  the  fund  during  the 
fiscal  year  just  ended,  in  the  sale  of  those  securities.  That  loss  amounted  to 
$10,115,696.51. 

Mr.  McGregor:  The  market  value  as  of  March,  1959  was  $436,549,174.25. 

Senator  Leonard:  Compared  with  a book  value  of  $499  million? 

The  Chairman:  Yes. 

Senator  Leonard:  A drop  of  about  $54  million? 

The  Chairman:  About  $63  million. 

Mr.  Murchison:  If  it  had  been  necessary  to  dispose  of  securities  at  that 
time  the  loss  would  have  amounted  to  that  figure. 

Senator  Crerar:  I have  two  other  questions,  Mr.  Chairman.  Assuming 
that  the  benefit  period  had  been  52  weeks  instead  of  36  weeks,  as  proposed 
by  the  amendments,  what  increased  demand  would  that  have  made  on  the  fund? 

Senator  Brunt:  It  would  be  another  50  per  cent. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  I have  estimated  the  increased  duration  of  from  36  to 
52  weeks  would  increase  the  benefit  load  on  an  average  by  about  3J  per  cent. 

Senator  Crerar:  Let  us  see  if  we  can  translate  that  into  dollars.  You 
paid  out  last  year  $219  million? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

Senator  Crerar:  If  the  benefit  period  had  been  52  weeks  instead  of  36 
weeks,  what  would  have  been  the  result? 

The  Chairman:  In  1959  they  paid  out  $478,631,000. 

Senator  Crerar:  I think  this  is  a rather  important  point,  because  we  are 
proposing  to  increase  the  benefits  by  these  amendments. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  You  would  have  increased  the  benefits  last  year  by  about 
$12  million. 

Senator  Crerar:  Surely  it  would  have  been  more  than  that.  In  36  weeks 
you  paid  out  $219  million. 
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Mr.  Humphrys:  That  was  the  revenue.  The  payments  out  on  the  regular 
benefit  plan  amounted  to  $362  million. 

Senator  Leonard:  Based  on  36  weeks? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

The  Chairman:  That  was  the  revenue. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  The  ordinary  regular  benefit  payments  out  of  the  fund 
in  1958-59  amounted  to  $362  million. 

Senator  Crerar:  That  is  on  the  basis  of  36  weeks. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

Senator  Crerar:  What  would  it  have  been  if  it  had  been  52  weeks? 

The  Chairman:  It  would  have  been  3i  per  cent  more. 

Senator  Bouffard:  You  have  an  increase  in  the  length  of  time  of  nearly 
50  per  cent.  How  is  your  calculation  made? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Not  all  the  beneficiaries  draw  the  full  amount. 

The  Chairman:  If  they  go  back  to  work  they  do  not  draw  for  the  full 
52  weeks. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Only  a relatively  small  proportion  of  the  claims  draw 
the  maximum. 

Senator  Macdonald:  May  I ask  a question?  Under  the  new  bill  what 
do  you  anticipate  the  increased  payments  will  amount  to?  I want  to  know 
the  increase. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  We  estimate  these  amendments  will  increase  the  out- 
go by  about  $24  million. 

Senator  Macdonald:  $24  million  a year? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

Senator  Macdonald:  And  what  do  you  anticipate  the  annual  increase 

in  revenue  will  amount  to? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  With  all  the  amendments  the  increase  in  revenue  will 
amount  to  about  $97  million. 

Senator  Macdonald:  So  you  expect  that  the  fund  will  increase  by  about 
$73  million  a year? 

Senator  Bouffard:  No. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

Senator  Bouffard:  I would  like  to  have  the  answer  of  the  witness  ex- 
plained, because  I do  not  think  the  difference  is  correct. 

Senator  Brunt:  The  fund  will  not  be  increased  by  the  difference. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  No,  the  fund  will  not  necessarily  increase  by  the  differ- 
ence. These  amendments  will  result,  by  themselves,  in  an  increased  out-go, 
as  compared  with  the  benefits  without  the  amendment,  of  $24  million  a year, 
and  the  changes  in  the  revenue  will  result  in  an  annual  increase  in  revenue 
of  about  $97  million.  But  the  fact  is  that  at  the  present  time  the  revenue  is 
not  sufficient  to  match  the  benefits  that  are  now  being  paid,  so  that  the 
difference  that  you  referred  to,  the  $73  million,  will  be  needed  to  bring  the 
revenue  into  balance  with  the  present  benefits. 

The  Chairman:  Mr.  Humphrys,  is  it  not  a fact  that  it  is  quite  likely  that 
in  the  year  1959-60  that  the  overall  position  will  not  have  been  flattened 
out;  that  there  will  still  be  a deficit? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes,  I think  so.  At  the  present  time  my  estimate  is  that 
we  are  short  by  about  $73  million  a year.  That  is,  the  present  benefits  exceed 
the  present  revenue  on  the  average  by  about  $73  million  a year,  so  we  will 
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need  $73  million  to  bring  it  into  balance,  and  then  we  need  another  $24  million 
to  cover  the  cost  of  the  changes  that  are  now  being  made. 

Senator  Macdonald:  So  that  what  you  require  is  $73  million  plus  $24 

million. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Wait  a moment  until  I get  that.  That  will  amount 
to  $97  million? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes. 

Senator  Macdonald:  And  what  do  you  expect  the  increase  under  the 

new  rates  will  amount  to? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  That  is  included  in  the  $97  million.  I estimate  that  the 
change  in  the  rates — that  is,  apart  from  adding  the  new  classes,  I estimate 
that  just  the  change  in  the  general  scale  of  contributions  will  bring  in  $78 
million,  and  the  balance,  or  the  difference  between  that  and  the  $97  million, 
will  be  brought  in  by  adding  two  new  contribution  classes  and  by  raising 
the  ceiling  of  coverage  to  $5,460. 

Senator  Macdonald:  So  the  total  increased  receipts  will  amount  to  about 
$116  million? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  No,  $97  million. 

Senator  Macdonald:  That  is  the  total,  taking  everything  into 

consideration? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes,  $78  million  of  that  will  come  from  the  change  in 
the  contribution  scale,  and  about  $19  million  from  the  amendments  that  are 
being  made  adding  two  new  contribution  classes  and  raising  the  wage  ceiling 
for  coverage. 

Senator  Macdonald:  I see,  and  you  estimate  that  amount  will  be  sufficient 
to  balance  the  disbursements  with  the  receipts  for  this  year? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  That  is  on  the  basis  of  the  experience  in  the  five-year 
period  ended  March  31,  1958. 

The  Chairman:  The  witness  has  voiced  the  opinion  that  in  fact  it  would 
appear  that  we  are  headed  for  a deficit  in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  March, 
1960. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Under  the  present  increases? 

The  Chairman:  Under  the  increases  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes.  Of  course,  we  cannot  say  definitely  what  next  winter 
will  bring.  If  it  should  be  very  good  we  may  break  even,  but  unless  recovery 
is  very  sharp  I think  that  even  this  year  we  might  find  that  the  benefits  will 
exceed  the  revenue.  It  must  be  kept  in  mind,  of  course,  that  if  this  bill  is 
passed  the  new  contribution  rates  cannot  be  brought  into  effect  before  the  end 
of  September  at  the  earliest. 

Senator  Crerar:  Just  on  that  point,  will  the  changes  which  are  to  take 
place  raise  the  level  from  $4,800  to  $5,460? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Yes,  the  coverage. 

Senator  Crerar:  I have  two  questions  in  regard  to  that.  What  increased 
revenue  do  you  expect  to  get  from  that  action,  and  what  will  be  the  increased 
outlay? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Well,  that  evidence  was  given  elsewhere,  Mr.  Chairman. 
The  increase  in  the  revenue  over  a twelve  months’  period  would  amount  to  $2 
million,  in  round  figures,  and  the  out- go — 

Mr.  Humphrys:  That  is  the  net  increase. 
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Mr.  Murchison:  Yes,  the  net  increase;  I am  sorry.  There  would  be  an 
advantage  to  the  fund  in  the  amount  of  $2  million  by  reason  of  the  raising 
of  the  ceiling  from  $4,800  to  $5,460. 

Senator  Kinley:  For  what  reason? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Well,  the  people  in  the  higher  classes  are  in  more  stable 
employment  and  are  not  so  liable  to  claim  benefit. 

Senator  Kinley:  You  have  your  unemployment  amongst  the  unskilled 
workers,  largely.  The  skilled  workers  do  not  get  laid  off  so  much.  This  act 
has  been  amended  twice  since  1955  and  they  took  on  obligations  in  these  amend- 
ments that  might  have  destroyed  the  actuarial  significance  of  the  whole  thing. 

The  Chairman:  That  raises  the  question  of  the  seasonal  benefits  that  you 
are  talking  about. 

Senator  Kinley:  Yes. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Could  I ask  Mr.  Murchison  or  one  of  the  other 

witnesses  on  what  information  were  these  rates  increased?  Did  the  advisory 
board  of  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Commission  recommend  these  increases? 

Mr.  Murchison:  The  record  shows  that  the  Unemployment  Insurance 
Advisory  Committee  concurred  in  the  recommendation  that  there  be  two  addi- 
tional classes  established  and  that  there  be  a change  in  the  allowable  earnings 
feature  of  the  act,  and  that  the  ceiling  be  raised  from  $4,800  to  $5,460. 

Senator  Bouffard:  Does  that  include  seasonal  employment? 

Mr.  Murchison:  No.  The  seasonal  benefits  were  not,  at  the  time,  in  ques- 
tion. There  was  a division  of  opinion — 

Senator  Macdonald:  Just  a minute.  The  advisory  board  recommended  that 
the  two  additional  classes  be  added  and  that  the  allowable  earnings  be 
increased. 

Mr.  Murchison:  Adjusted. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Now,  what  else? 

Mr.  Murchison:  The  third  one  was  the  increase  in  ceiling  from  $4,800  to 
$5,460. 

Senator  Macdonald:  On  whose  recommendations  were  the  other  changes 
made? 

Mr.  Murchison:  That  was  a decision  of  Government,  sir. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Did  the  advisory  board  make  any  recommendation 
with  regard  to  the  other  provisions  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  Murchison:  The  actuary  filed  his  report  with  the  Unemployment  In- 
surance Advisory  Committee,  and  that  report  indicated  a need  for  an  increase 
in  revenue.  Generally  speaking,  the  recommendation  to  the  committee  was 
that  the  increase  in  contributions  be  applied  to  the  employer,  the  employee 
and  the  Government.  Some  members  of  that  committee  objected  to  the  in- 
crease in  the  contributions  because  there  was  no  commensurate  increase  in 
the  rates  of  benefit,  and  so  there  was  a compromise  made,  and  the  suggestion 
to  Parliament  was  that  the  Government,  out  of  the  Consolidated  Revenue 
Fund,  should  take  care  of  the  shortfall. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Of  the  what? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Of  the  shortfall,  of  the  shortage,  that  would  occur.  It 
was  almost  a coincidence  that  if  the  Government  had  increased  its  contribu- 
tions so  that  it  would  equal  50  per  cent  of  the  combined  employer- employee 
contributions,  the  difficulty  would  be  overcome  and  that  is  what  the  com- 
mittee recommended. 
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Senator  Macdonald:  The  committee  recommended  that  the  share  of  the 
Government,  as  I understand  you,  should  be  equal  to  the  share  of  the  employer 
and  employee? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Employee  or  employers.  In  other  words,  a one-third 
breakdown  each  way. 


Senator  Macdonald:  Yes.  Instead  of  five-twelfths,  five-twelfths  and  two- 
twelfths,  it  would  be  three,  three  and  three. 

Mr.  Murchison:  Yes. 

Senator  Kinley:  The  employee  gets  all  the  benefit. 

Mr.  Murchison:  I think  you  should  understand  that  the  only  increase  in 
the  rate  of  benefit  occurs  in  the  new  classes  mentioned  in  this  amendment.  The 
other  classes  remain  at  the  previous  rate. 

Senator  Leonard:  So  that  the  employee  is  paying  more  for  the  same  benefit. 

Mr.  Murchison:  That  is  right. 

Senator  Kinley:  Would  you  regard  them  all  as  employees? 

Mr.  Murchison:  There  are  three  classes  of  contributors:  the  employee, 
the  employer,  and  the  Government. 

Senator  Kinley:  And  the  employee  pays  a certain  amount  according  to 
the  schedule  and  the  employee  matches  that  figure,  so  how  does  one  pay  more 
than  the  other? 

Mr.  Murchison:  They  don’t.  They  are  equal. 

Senator  Leonard:  My  point  is  that  the  employee  is  also  making  his  con- 
tribution in  this  matter  because  he  is  now  paying  more  than  he  did  before  for 
the  same  benefit  that  he  has  always  been  entitled  to. 

Senator  Kinley:  Yes,  but  he  has  been  getting  too  much  because  the  fund 
is  in  debt. 

Senator  Leonard:  Not  the  same  employee,  necessarily. 

Senator  Kinley:  No,  not  necessarily  the  same  employee. 

Senator  Macdonald:  In  the  lower  category  the  employee  gets  less  than 
previously. 

Mr.  Murchison:  No,  it  is  the  same  but  he  is  paying  more  for  it. 

Senator  Macdonald:  He  is  paying  more  for  it  but  he  is  getting  less. 

Mr.  Murchison:  The  rate  of  benefit  remains  the  same  for  all  classes  that 
exist  under  the  present  law.  There  are  two  new  classes  for  which  there  are 
increased  rates  of  benefit. 

Senator  Macdonald:  The  way  I read  the  bill  is  that  the  two  lower  classes 
pay  a little  and  they  get  less.  Under  the  schedule  of  rates  of  benefit  on  page  4 
of  the  bill  I observe  that  under  the  old  act  anyone  paying  less  than  20  cents 
a week  got  $6  if  he  was  without  a dependant.  His  average  weekly  contribution 
has  been  increased  to  “Less  than  25  cents”  and  he  still  gets  $6. 

Senator  Leonard:  He  gets  the  same  benefit. 

The  Chairman:  He  pays  more  for  the  same  benefit. 

Senator  Macdonald:  No,  no.  The  point  is  that  the  employee  who  con- 
tributed between  20  cents  and  25  cents  got  more  under  the  old  act  than  he 
will  under  the  present  act. 

Mr.  McGregor:  The  employee  who  contributes  less  than  20  cents  in  the 
schedule  as  it  now  stands  will  be  the  employee  who  will  contribute  “Less  than 
25  cents”  in  the  new  act.  He  will  fall  into  exactly  the  same  category,  but  with 
an  increased  contribution.  Take  the  second  item  which  is  “20  and  under  27”  in 
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the  present  schedule.  The  person  contributing  that  will  fall  into  the  category 
of  “25  and  under  34”  in  the  new  act.  His  rate  of  benefit  is  based  on  his  average 
contributions  over  the  last  30  weeks,  and  his  average  contributions  will  be 
raised  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that  the  contributions  are  all  raised  by  30  per  cent. 
So  he  will  fall  into  exactly  the  same  category  but  his  contribution  will  be  up 
simply  by  reason  of  the  30  per  cent  increase. 

Senator  Macdonald:  But  under  the  old  act  did  not  the  employee  who 
contributed  between  20  and  25  cents  receive  $9? 

Mr.  McGregor:  Yes. 

Senator  Macdonald:  And  under  the  present  act  he  will  get  $6? 

Mr.  McGregor:  No,  sir,  if  you  will  look  at  the  schedule  it  is  “20  cents  and 
under  27  cents”  giving  a benefit  of  $9.  Is  that  not  right? 

The  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr.  McGregor:  That  same  employee  will  have  his  contribution  increased 
by  30  per  cent  and  that  will  bring  him  into  the  category  of  25  cents  and  under 
34  cents,  and  he  will  still  benefit  by  $9.  If  he  was  paying  an  average  of  25  cents, 
and  you  raised  that  30  per  cent,  that  would  bring  him  to  32  cents,  which  brings 
him  into  the  next  bracket  in  the  new  schedule. 

Senator  Burchill:  He  gets  the  same  benefit. 

Senator  Macdonald:  The  man  who  pays  24  cents  under  the  old  act  gets  $9? 

Mr.  McGregor:  Yes. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Now  he  only  gets  $6? 

Mr.  McGregor:  Yes;  but  that  same  man  who  was  paying  24  cents  will 
not  be  paying  24  cents  now;  he  will  be  paying  24  cents  plus  30  per  cent,  which 
brings  him  into  the  next  bracket. 

Mr.  Murchison:  Probably  it  will  be  clearer  to  the  honourable  gentlemen 
if  they  realized  that  the  rate  of  benefit  has  some  connection  with  the  range 
of  earnings,  and  therefore  if  you  note  that  under  the  range  of  earnings  of 
$9  to  $15  under  the  old  act  a man  received  $8  dependency  rate,  he  will  still 
be  receiving  that  under  the  amendment. 

Senator  Macdonald:  But  I understand  that  the  man  who  was  paying 
24  cents  is  now  going  to  pay  more  and  get  the  same,  but  there  are  still  going 
to  be  men  who  are  going  to  pay  24  cents  and  they  are  going  to  get  $6  instead 
of  $9  under  the  old  act? 

Mr.  McGregor:  But  if  they  are  going  to  pay  24  cents  they  are  not  paying 
24  cents  now,  but  16  cents. 

Senator  Macdonald:  That  is  all  right,  but  there  are  so  many  other  people 
who  are  going  to  pay  24  cents. 

Mr.  McGregor:  In  order  to  do  that  a man  would  have  to  fall  into  a 
different  wage  bracket. 

Senator  Leonard:  Can  we  have  your  assurance  that  no  man’s  benefit  is 
reduced  as  a result  of  this? 

Mr.  McGregor:  Yes. 

Senator  Macdonald:  I think  we  should  get  more  information  about  the 
recommendations  from  the  advisory  board.  The  recommendations  from  the 
advisory  board  have  been  carried  out  in  connection  with  three  items  only 
as  I understand  it;  that  is,  the  adding  of  the  two  classes,  the  increase  in  the 
allowable  earnings,  and  the  increase  in  the  ceiling  from  $4,800  to  $5,460; 
but  in  other  respects  the  advice  given  by  the  advisory  board  is  not  followed 
by  the  Government;  is  that  correct? 

The  Chairman:  I do  not  think  Mr.  Murchison  has  said  that. 
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Mr.  Murchison:  No,  I am  not  prepared  to  say  that,  because  that  is  a 
matter  for  the  Government  and  not  for  the  administration. 

The  Chairman:  I think  he  said  the  rate  increases  were  the  result  of  the 
recommendation  of  the  actuary;  is  that  right? 

Senator  Macdonald:  Yes. 

Mr.  Murchison:  That  was  not  in  our  hands. 

The  Chairman:  You  did  not  make  that  decision? 

Mr.  Murchison:  No,  sir. 

Senator  Macdonald:  But  the  advisory  board  did  make  a recommendation 
as  to  how  that  increase  should  be  made,  and  the  advice  of  the  advisory 
committee  was  that  it  should  be  met  by  an  increased  percentage  of  payment 
by  the  Government  so  that  the  Government  would  pay  the  same  as  the 
employer  or  the  employee;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman:  That  would  involve  larger  payments  out  of  the  consoli- 
dated revenue  fund. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Yes,  larger  payments  out  of  the  consolidated  revenue 
fund. 

Senator  Crerar:  May  I ask  a question,  Mr.  Chairman,  lost  as  I am  in  this 
maze  of  figures? 

The  Chairman:  I accept  with  reservations  that  statement  of  yours  that 
you  are  lost  in  this  maze  of  figures. 

Senator  Crerar:  The  question  is  this:  Under  the  new  legislation  (1)  we 
increase  the  contributions  that  have  to  be  made  by  the  Government,  employees 
and  employers;  (2)  we  increase  the  total  benefits  that  will  be  received  by 
the  extension  from  36  weeks  to  52  weeks.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Murchison:  That  is  one  of  the  bases  for  increase;  there  are  others. 

Senator  Crerar:  Is  that  statement  correct  or  incorrect Z 

Mr.  Murchison:  Not  wholly  correct,  because  there  are  other  items  that 
involve  increased  outgo  from  the  fund. 

Senator  Crerar:  But  I am  speaking  of  the  fellow  who  is  unemployed. 
His  contributions  are  increased;  that  is  clear.  Then  if  he  is  unemployed  he 
draws  out  benefits  for  52  wees  under  this  bill,  instead  of  36  weeks  under 
the  other;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Well,  that  is  just  a maximum  duration,  sir.  It  is  possible 
for  a person  under  the  proposed  amendment  to  draw  benefit  for  52  weeks. 

Senator  Crerar:  Well,  the  maximum  under  the  old  law  is  36  weeks? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Yes. 

Senator  Crerar:  Well,  now  the  maximum  provision  is  52  weeks? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Crerar:  That  is,  after  36  weeks  he  does  not  find  a job  he  still 
continues  for  the  full  period  of  52  weeks  to  draw  benefits? 

Mr.  McGregor:  Not  necessarily.  It  depends  entirely  on  his  equity,  the 
number  of  weeks  he  has  paid  in. 

Senator  Crerar:  Assuming  he  had  met  with  that  condition  of  paying  in, 
and  the  man  had  been  employed  steadily  for  say  five  years  and  made  his 
contributions  for  five  years,  he  would  qualify  for  52  weeks? 

Mr.  McGregor:  Correct. 

Senator  Crerar:  Now,  what  we  do  is  this,  we  increase  the  contributions 
made  by  the  man,  we  increase  the  demands  that  may  be  made  upon  the  fund, 
and  we  hope  that  through  the  balancing  of  this  the  fund  will  come  out  on  the 
right  side? 
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Mr.  McGregor:  Well,  the  way  I would  put  it  is  this,  I think,  sir,  that  we 
are  trying  to  ensure  that  the  revenue  will  equal  the  expenditure,  that  the 
annual  revenue  will  equal  the  annual  expenditure.  We  are  increasing  the 
contribution  30  per  cent,  in  addition  to  the  other  amendments  which  have 
already  been  stated. 

Senator  Crerar:  One  other  question.  Have  you  any  representations  sup- 
porting these  amendments  from  either  employees  organizations  or  employers 
organizations? 

Mr.  McGregor:  We  have  had  a number  of  requests  over  a number  of  years 
to  increase  the  ceiling  and  to  raise  the  classes,  and  we  have  had  a great  number 
of  representations  to  restore  the  52  weeks  maximum  which  was  in  effect  prior 
to  1955;  and  there  has  been  some  question  about  the  allowable  earnings. 

Senator  Crerar:  My  question  was,  have  you  had  any  representations 
supporting  these  amendments  from  union  organizations,  employees  organ- 
izations or  employers  organizations? 

Mr.  McGregor:  From  union  organizations. 

Senator  Crerar:  You  have  requests? 

Mr.  McGregor:  Yes;  and  in  the  annual  brief  to  the  Government  by  the 
Canadian  Labour  Congress,  this  52  weeks  maximum  has  been  in  there  re- 
peatedly, and  also  the  question  of  raising  the  ceiling. 

Senator  Crerar:  At  the  same  time  did  they  suggest  that  the  employers 
contribution  should  be  raised  by  30  per  cent? 

Mr.  McGregor:  There  is  no  question  about  that,  but  that  was  never 
brought  into  the — 

Senator  Crerar:  In  other  words,  increase  the  benefits  and  take  it  out  of 
the  treasury? 

The  Chairman:  Well,  Mr.  McGregor  has  not  said  that,  and  that  is  an  ob- 
servation, senator.  We  have  heard  your  observation. 

Senator  Kinley:  Mr.  Chairman,  I would  like  to  see  a clarification  of 
section  14  which  sets  out  what  shall  be  deducted  from  the  weekly  benefit  of 
an  insured  person,  if  he  has  no  dependent,  and  if  he  has  a dependent,  and 
there  is  a schedule  below  showing  weekly  benefits  and  earnings  not  deducted. 

The  Chairman:  Would  you  like  one  of  the  witnesses  to  give  you  an  ex- 
ample, Senator  Kinley? 

Senator  Kinley:  Yes,  I would  like  to  have  a clarification. 

Mr.  Murchison:  It  is  more  equitable.  The  present  law  provides  allowable 
earnings  at  fixed  rates  whether  the  claimant  has  dependants  or  is  single. 
This  change  contemplates  that  the  allowable  earnings  shall  be  adjusted  to  50 
per  cent  of  the  benefit,  to  the  nearest  dollar,  and  therefore  under  this  new 
proposal  the  person  with  a dependant  or  who  is  on  a dependency  rate  would 
be  allowed  to  earn  more  money  than  would  be  the  single  man,  without  affect- 
ing the  rate. 

Senator  Leonard:  That  is  very  desirable. 

Senator  Kinley:  He  can  draw  his  unemployment  insurance  money  and 
still  earn  that  much  more  money  a week? 

Mr.  Murchison:  That  is  right. 

Senator  Kinley:  Well,  that  is  very  good. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  did  one  of  the  witnesses  say  that  the 
increase  in  the  ceiling  would  result  in  an  annual  payment  of  about  $1  million? 

The  Chairman:  The  increase  in  the  ceiling,  the  witness  said,  would  result 
in  a net  contribution  to  the  fund  of  $2  million  in  the  year. 
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Senator  Macdonald:  Has  any  witness  said  what  the  cost  to  the  fund  will 
be  by  increasing  the  periods  of  time  from  36  to  52  weeks? 

The  Chairman:  Yes,  we  were  given  that  figure. 

Mr  Murchison:  That  is  on  the  record. 

Senator  Leonard:  It  is  about  $12  million. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Was  there  a recommendation  from  the  advisory  board 
with  respect  to  the  present  condition  of  the  fund  and  the  manner  in  which  it 
could  be  restored? 

The  Chairman:  I take  it  that  was  in  the  actuarial  report.  Mr.  Humphrys 
could  tell  us  that. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Did  the  advisory  committee  recommend  that  the 
Government  should  make  any  payment  into  the  fund  at  the  present? 

Mr.  Murchison:  On  a one-time  payment  basis? 

> Senator  Macdonald:  I would  like  to  know  what  the  committee  recom- 
mended. 

Mr.  Murchison:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  committee  report  was  tabled  in  the 
house  and  it  contains  precisely  the  information  that  is  being  asked  for. 

The  Chairman:  Could  you  tell  us  what  it  was?  If  it  is  so  public,  maybe 
you  could  tell  us. 

Mr.  Murchison:  I have  not  got  that  report  here  with  me  at  the  moment. 

Senator  Macdonald:  I thought  you  would  be  very  familiar  with  the 
recommendation. 

Mr.  Murchison:  We  are  familiar  with  it  but  it  is  a matter  of  getting 
the  exact  wording  and  comment  in  connection  with  it. 

The  Chairman:  You  are  being  properly  careful,  Mr.  Murchison. 

Mr.  Murchison:  I am  very  sorry.  We  could  arrange  to  have  that  file  here 
immediately. 

The  Chairman:  Possibly  we  could  get  Mr.  Murchison’s  best  recollection 
on  that  point. 

Senator  Macdonald:  I think  that  will  be  advisable.  It  would  be  satis- 
factory at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Murchison:  It  was  simply  that  the  employer-employee  contributions 
remain  as  they  are  and  that  the  Government  increase  its  contributions  on 
the  basis  that  each  of  the  contributing  parties  would  be  contributing  one-third 
of  the  whole.  In  other  words,  they  were  basing  the  Government’s  contribution 
on  50  per  cent  of  the  combined  employer-employee  contributions,  so  that  it 
was  being  divided  three  ways. 

Senator  Crerar:  The  poor  old  treasury! 

Senator  Burchill:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  matter  of  administration.  Mr. 
Murchison,  I think  the  administration  of  this  act  is  very  difficult.  I think  your 
managers  out  in  the  various  parts  of  Canada  are  having  a tough  job.  There  are 
terrific  pressures  on  these  men.  Now,  are  you  satisfied  that  they  are  being 
given  all  the  possible  support  that  you  can  give  them? 

The  Chairman:  There  is  only  one  answer  Mr.  Murchison  can  make:  The 
answer  is  yes,  is  it  not,  Mr.  Murchison? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Yes,  everything  we  can  do. 

Senator  Burchill:  Have  you  available  personnel  in  order  to  support 
these  district  offices? 

Mr.  Murchison:  We  have  a system  that  we  use  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  how  many  people  are  required  in  local  offices.  Time  studies 
have  been  made  on  the  various  operations  that  go  on  in  those  offices  and  on 
the  basis  of  the  weights  resulting  from  the  work  load  in  that  office  we  are 
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able  to  determine  how  many  people  there  should  be  in  that  office.  Those  people 
I am  talking  about  are  the  people  in  continuing  positions.  We  do  not,  we 
never  have  enough  people  in  the  continuing  positions  to  handle  the  peak  load 
that  comes  to  us  in  the  winter  time,  but  we  do  have  the  authority  to  engage 
the  services  of  what  we  call  casual  employees.  They  are  hired  by  the  hour. 
They  are  people  who  are  in  the  community,  people  who  have  been  with  us 
in  previous  years  and  have  a certain  knowledge  and  experience  in  the  handling 
of  our  work,  and  when  that  work  load  go^s  above  that  which  is  normal  for 
the  continuing  staff  then  we  bring  in  these  casual  employees. 

Senator  Macdonald:  I asked  the  witness  previously  did  he  recall  whether 
there  was  anything  in  the  report  of  the  advisory  committee  to  the  effect  that 
the  Government  should  make  a lump-sum  payment  at  the  present  time  into 
the  fund  in  order  to  put  it  on  a more  satisfactory  basis. 

Mr.  Murchison:  There  was  no  such  recommendation. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Could  one  of  the  witnesses  tell  the  committee  what 
the  cost  to  the  fund  has  been  by  taking  from  it  seasonal  benefits. 

Mr.  Murchison:  Yes,  we  have  that  information.  Last  year  the  total 
payment  for  seasonal  benefits  amounted  to  $116  million. 

The  Chairman:  That  information  is  in  the  schedule  which  is  being  filed. 

Mr.  Murchison:  And  I would  point  out  to  you  also  that  a sum  in  excess 
of  $63  million  was  paid  out  for  what  we  call  seasonal  benefit  “B”.  Referring 
to  the  act  you  will  see  that  section  50  (b)  provides  that  if  a person  has  been 
on  regular  benefit  and  his  benefit  period  is  exhausted  at  any  time  after  the 
middle  of  May  he  may  on  the  first  of  December  next,  and  without  having 
worked  a day,  or  having  contributed  to  the  fund  in  the  meantime,  draw 
seasonal  benefits. 

Senator  Crerar:  That  provision  is  in  the  law? 

Mr.  Murchison:  It  is  in  the  law. 

Senator  Macdonald:  By  virtue  of  an  amendment  to  the  act? 

Mr.  Murchison:  It  is  in  the  law  now. 

Senator  Macdonald:  By  virtue  of  an  amendment  to  the  act? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Yes,  that  was  a 1950  amendment. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Is  that  included  in  the  figure  of  $116  million  for 
last  year? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Yes,  that  is  included  in  the  $116  million. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Do  you  recall  what  it  was  for  the  previous  year? 

The  Chairman:  The  total  for  the  previous  year  was  $57  million. 

Senator  Leonard:  Compared  with  $116  million? 

The  Chairman:  Yes. 

Senator  Macdonald:  So,  if  those  amounts  had  not  been  taken  out,  the 
fund  would  have  been  in  a fairly  good  position  now? 

Mr.  Murchison:  It  must  be  remembered  that  the  substantial  increase  in 
the  payments  of  seasonal  benefits  for  the  fiscal  year  just  ended,  in  part  results 
from  an  extension  of  the  seasonal  benefit  period.  You  will  also  remember 
that  when,  in  1950,  the  act  was  amended  to  provide  for  supplementary 
benefits,  as  it  was  then  called,  the  benefit  period  ran  from  January  1,  to  March 
31.  Later  on  it  was  extended  from  January  1 to  the  middle  of  April.  Then 
in  1957  the  seasonal  benefit  period  was  extended  from  December  1 to  the 
middle  of  May.  Then,  by  special  legislation  it  was  extended  again  to  June  28. 

That  was  a substantial  period  of  the  year,  which  in  part  accounts  for  the 
large  increase  in  the  payment  of  seasonal  benefits  during  the  last  fiscal  year. 
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Senator  Macdonald:  Have  any  repayments  been  made  to  the  fund  on 
account  of  payments  of  seasonal  benefits? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Payments  from  where? 

Senator  Macdonald:  From  the  consolidated  revenues? 

Mr.  Murchison:  No.  Back  in  1950,  when  seasonal  benefits  started,  there 
were  two  classes,  which  no  longer  exist,  for  which  the  consolidated  revenue 
came  to  the  rescue  of  the  fund  and  paid  a certain  amount.  As  I say,  those  two 
classes  have  long  since  disappeared  and  are  no  longer  in  issue. 

Senator  Kinley:  I refer  to  section  3 of  the  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  which  has 
to  do  with  excepted  employment,  which  in  the  present  act  excepts  a person 
whose  earnings  are  in  excess  of  $4,800  a year.  The  bill  now  before  us  would 
increase  that  amount  to  $5,460.  That  provision  will  catch  a lot  of  salaried 
people,  especially  the  Maritime  provinces. 

- The  Chairman:  We  have  been  told  what  monetary  effect  it  will  have. 

Senator  Kinley:  It  is  salutary  for  the  fund,  because  these  people  are  not 
subject  to  discharge.  They  are  bank  employees  and  such. 

The  Chairman:  Yes. 

Senator  Kinley:  May  I ask  what  is  the  meaning  of  subparagraph  (ii)  of 
section  3?  ! 

Mr.  Murchison:  If  a person  has  been  in  insurable  employment  for  a 
certain  specified  time,  and  he  receives  an  increase  in  wages  of  salary  to  the 
point  where  his  income  goes  above  the  ceiling,  he  may,  notwithstanding,  elect 
to  continue  to  be  a contributor;  in  which  case  he  makes  the  election  by  means 
of  an  application  to  continue  to  be  insured,  and  he  pays  both  the  employer 
and  employee  share  of  the  contribution. 

Senator  Isnor:  I have  one  question,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Humphrys  has 
mentioned  the  increase  as  being  $78  million  for  the  next  12  months.  I make 
the  calculation  to  be  $88  million,  instead  of  $78  million. 

The  Chairman:  Those  figures  are  made  up  37,  37  and  14. 

Senator  Isnor:  Yes.  I want  to  make  sure  which  total  is  correct.  As  I 
understand  it,  the  employer  will  be  paying  an  additional  $37  million,  the 
employees  will  pay  an  additional  $37  million,  making  $74  million,  and  the 
Government  will  be  paying  $14  million.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Humphrys:  Those  figures  are  correct,  sir,  with  respect  to  the  one 
fiscal  year,  1958-59.  The  figures  that  I gave,  the  $78  million  and  $97  million, 
were  on  the  basis  of  a five-year  average. 

Senator  Isnor:  Then  I am  correct  in  saying  that  the  employer-employee 
class  will  now  pay  $74  million  more? 

The  Chairman:  That  is  right. 

Senator  Isnor:  As  against  $14  million  paid  by  the  Government? 

The  Chairman:  That  is  right. 

Senator  Golding:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I ask  this  question?  Has  the  Govern- 
ment since  1950  paid  into  the  fund  any  amount  in  addition  to  the  20  per  cent 
which  they  are  required  to  pay? 

The  Chairman:  Yes.  The  witness  has  told  us  about  two  items  of  reimburse- 
ment in  connection  with  some  phases  of  seasonal  benefits. 

Senator  Golding:  Can  you  tell  us  what  that  amounts  to? 

Mr.  Murchison:  $1,800,000  supplementary  benefits. 

Senator  Golding:  What  year  is  that? 

Mr.  Murchison:  That  was  1950-51  and  1951-52. 
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Senator  Crerar:  Mr.  Chairman,  I have  been  waiting  patiently  to  ask  a 
few  more  questions.  My  first  question  has  to  do  with  administration. 

We  have  roughly  4 million  people,  according  to  my  information,  in  the 
insured  class.  We  have  today  generally  pension  privileges  by  employers  inde- 
pendent altogether  of  the  unemployment  insurance  scheme.  May  I cite  an 
illustration  which  I gave  to  Mr.  McGregor  the  other  day,  namely,  that  of  a 
railway  conductor  who  retires  at  the  age  of  65  years,  who  is  eligible  for  pension 
of  perhaps  a few  hundred  dollars  a month,  and  then  registers  for  employment. 
If  you  are  unable  to  find  suitable  employment  for  him,  is  he  qualified  to  draw 
benefits? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Assuming  that  he  is  available  for  work,  and  capable  of 
work,  and  if  he  asks  for  work  and  we  cannot  find  work  for  him,  he  then 
becomes  entitled  to  unemployment  insurance. 

Senator  Crerar:  What  kind  of  work  do  you  find  for  him?  Can  you  say  to 
him,  you  can  have  employment  as  a labourer? 

Mr.  Murchison:  You  have  hit  upon  probably  one  of  the  worst  classes, 
from  the  standpoint  of  employment  service.  Here  is  an  engineer  who  has  been 
sitting  up  in  an  engine  cab  for  40  years,  and  who  can  do  nothing  else  but  drive 
an  engine.  No  other  railway  company  will  employ  him,  because  there  is  a 
general  rule  that  the  employees  go  out  at  the  age  of  65  years.  Some  engineers 
are  quite  prepared  to  take  other  work  such  as  a watchman  and  so  on.  But 
of  course,  failing  that  we  are  in  a situation  where  we  cannot  find  them  suitable 
employment,  and  they  draw  the  benefits. 

Senator  Crerar:  Yes.  My  point  is  that  that  is  in  contravention  of  the 
intention  of  the  act.  I want  to  know  something  about  how  it  originated. 

Mr.  Murchison:  Some  of  us  agree  with  that. 

Senator  Crerar:  In  other  words,  if  a person  retires,  whether  he  be  a clerk 
or  a railway  employee  or  anyone  else,  at  65  years  of  age  on  pension  he  should 
not  be  entitled  to  insurance  benefits.  Probably  you  have  not  got  this  information, 
but  I would  like  to  know  what  drain  there  is  made  on  the  fund  by  people  who 
have  retired  on  pension.  You  have  not  that  information,  and  I would  not  expect 
you  to  have  it. 

Mr.  Murchison:  No. 

Senator  Crerar:  But,  that  is  a very  important  point,  and  I venture  to  say 
— and  this  is  my  last  word,  Mr.  Chairman — that  if  that  audit  was  available 
we  would  be  surprised  at  the  effect  it  has  in  reducing  the  fund. 

Senator  Kinley:  Is  his  pension  regarded  as  earnings? 

Mr.  Murchison:  No. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  I think  Senator  Bouffard  has  a 
question. 

Senator  Bouffard:  Yes.  I would  like  to  know  what  the  amount  of  revenue 
is  that  the  unemployment  insurance  received  from  seasonal  employment  in 
1958  and  what  was  disbursed. 

The  Chairman:  Well,  we  have  been  given  the  figure  of  disbursements. 

Senator  Bouffard:  On  seasonal  employment? 

The  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Murchison:  Records  of  contributions  are  not  maintained  separately. 
The  type  of  contribution  is  the  same  for  seasonal  employment  as  for  regular 
employment.  The  reason  a person  gets  into  the  seasonal  benefit  is  because  he 
has  not  enough  contributions  to  qualify  him  for  regular  benefits,  but  it  is  the 
same  contribution,  and,  consequently,  there  is  no  possible  way  of  dividing  it. 
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The  Chairman:  They  have  not  the  revenue  end  of  it  broken  down. 

Mr.  Murchison:  We  do  have  a break-down  of  the  figures  on  fishing  if  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  honourable  senators  would  be  interested  in  that. 

Senator  Burchill:  Yes. 

Mr.  Murchison:  In  the  first  two  years  of  operation  our  total  contributions 
from  the  employee,  employer  and  the  Government  amounted  to  $1,795,701.05. 
The  total  benefit  payments  to  fishermen  amounted  to  $15,673,712.00,  thus 
creating  a deficit  on  this  account  of  $13,878,010.95. 

Senator  Burchill:  Over  what  period? 

Mr.  Murchison:  The  two  fiscal  years. 

The  Chairman:  The  two  years  ended  March  31,  1958  and  March  31,  1959; 
is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  Murchison:  Yes. 

Senator  Burchill:  That  is  one  year. 

The  Chairman:  No,  two  years.  It  is  for  the  year  ending  March  31,  1958 
plus  the  year  ending  March  31,  1959. 

Mr.  Murchison:  This  is  the  story  from  the  start  of  the  coverage  of  the 
fishing  industry  up  to  the  present. 

Senator  Kinley:  Is  not  the  same  thing  true  of  the  employment  on  the  lakes 
in  the  wintertime. 

Mr.  Murchison:  Not  exactly  the  same.  There  is  a loss  there,  and  there  is 
also  a loss  in  lumbering  and  logging.  There  is  a loss  in  all  seasonal  employment, 
including  building. 

Senator  Kinley:  Take  the  man  from  Newfoundland.  He  can  come  up  here 
and  work  in  the  merchant  marine  in  the  summer,  and  then  go  back  to  New- 
foundland in  the  winter.  Now  he  can  do  it  in  the  fisheries,  when  he  comes 
to  Nova  Scotia. 

The  Chairman:  I am  going  to  suggest  to  the  committee  that  this  state- 
ment No.  8,  which  Mr.  Murchison  has  referred  to,  might  be  attached  to  the 
printed  proceedings. 

(For  “Statement  of  fishing  revenue  and  expenditure  for  period  1 April  1957  to 
31  March  1959”,  see  appendix  C.) 

The  Chairman:  Are  you  ready  for  the  question  now? 

Senator  Kinley:  Could  we  not  make  a statement  about  these  pensioners 
going  on  unemployment  insurance  when  they  retire. 

The  Chairman:  Well,  it  is  in  the  record,  and  the  best  place  to  deal  with 
that  would  be  on  third  reading,  and  the  attention  of  the  Government  can  be 
called  to  it  then. 

Senator  Bouffard:  Mr.  Murchison,  does  not  the  same  thing  occur  also  in 
regard  to  the  old  age  pension  after  70  years  of  age.  Old  age  pensioners  are  able 
to  get  unemployment  insurance  also. 

Senator  Kinley:  They  are  in  the  poorer  class. 

The  Chairman:  Shall  I report  the  bill  without  amendment?  Carried. 

Whereupon  the  committee  adjourned. 
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STANDING  COMMITTEE 


APPENDIX  “B” 

UNEMPLOYMENT  INSURANCE  FUND 


Statement  4 


Statement  Showing  Contribution  Revenue,  Benefit  Expenditure,  and  Balance  in  Fund, 
for  the  Five-Year  Period  1 April,  1953  to  31  March,  1958 


REVENUE 


Year 

Employer- 

Employee 

Government 

Total 

Expenditure 

Balance 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

1954.. 

1955. . 

1956. . 

1957. . 
1958. : 

158,673,276 

158,860,309 

169,726,970 

188,001,489 

192,395,408 

31,735,868 

31,771,464 

33,948,573 

37,587,449 

38,484,149 

190,409,144 

190,631,773 

203,675,543 

225,588,938 

230,879,557 

186,851,513 

157,628,646 

215,205,544 

231,295,719 

385,076,331 

881,274,133 

840,692,317 

854,198,519 

874,574,652 

744,200,125 

Yearly  Average.  . . 

867,657,452 

173,531,000 

173,527,503 

34,706,000! 

1,041,184,955 

208,237,000 

1,276,057,753 

255,212,000 

Average  Yearly  Expenditure. . 
Average  Yearly  Revenue 

255.212.000 

208.237.000 

Average  Yearly  Shortfall 

46,975,000 

1 Government  Share — one-fifth  of  combined  employer-employee  contributions. 
April  1959. 
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APPENDIX  «C” 

Statement  8 

UNEMPLOYMENT  INSURANCE  COMMISSION 
Unemployment  Insurance  Fund 

Statement  of  Fishing  Revenue  and  Expenditure  for  Period  1 April  1957  to  31  March  1959 


Revenue 

Expenditure 

Fiscal 
Year 
Ended 
31  March 

Contributions 
(gross  less  refunds) 

Employer 

and 

Employee 

Government  Penalties 

Total 

Revenue 

Benefit 

Payments 

Balance 

1958 

718,409.64 

143,681.93  — 

862,091.57 

5,438,446.00 

4,576,354.43  (Dr) 

19591. ... 

778,008.07 

155,601.41  — 

933,609.48 

10,235,266.00 

9,301,656.52  (Dr) 

TOTAL. 

1,496,417.71 

299,283.34  — 

1,795,701.05 

15,673,712.00 

13,878,010.95  (Dr) 

1 Subject  to  year  end  adjustments. 
April  1959. 


